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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-31 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) Ui± is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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Detail Action 



1. 



This office action is in response to the RCE filed on 5/1/2008. 



2. 



Claims 1-31 are pending. 



Claim Objections 



3. Claims 1 and 1 3 are objected to because of the following informalities: the instant claim 
appears to be a method claim, however the language in preamble is confusing because of the 
language of "In a system..." could be interpreted as a system claim. Appropriate correction is 
required. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Thienot et 

al. (USPG 20040013307) . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



As per claim 1, 
Thient et al disclose 
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an act of identifying at least two XML schema types for which equivalence is to be determined, 
each of the at least two XML schema types having at least one schema component that can be 
presented differently in equivalent XML schema types; a step for determining equivalence of the 
at least two XML schema types; a step for normalizing each of the identified XML schema types 

( [0006] , "... a structuring language such as...XML..." ; [0018] When decompressing, the 
structure schema is processed in the same way so as to determine the automata used for 
compression and to analyze the content of the compressed document for the purpose of 
reconstituting a document in the original format having a structure which is at least 
equivalent, if not identical, with decompression algorithms corresponding to the 
compression algorithms used during compression being executed to restore the original 
data sets from the binary information sequences located in the compressed document.) 

As per claim 10, 

It is the computer program product claim corresponding to method claim land is 
rejected for the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 2-8, and 11-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thienot et al. (USPG 20040013307) in view of Brook (US PGPub. No. 2002/0038320). 



As per claim 2, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al. disclose 

- determining equivalence of the at least two normalized XML schema 
types([0012], "...normalizing it..."). 

Thienot et al. do not specifically disclose 

- Creating and comparing hash numbers. 
However, Brooks disclose 

- Creating and comparing hash numbers ([0013], "...using the hash 
representation..."). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Brooks into the teachings of Thienot et al. 
to include the limitation discloses by Brooks. The modification would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to want to be able to process document smarter as suggested by Brooks 
([0008]: 1-5). 



As per claim 3, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Brooks discloses 
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wherein the act of identifying the XML schema types includes identifying XML 
schema types having the same qname ( [0006], shows tagged name, 
which is qname . ) . 

As per claim 4, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al. disclose 

- wherein the step for normalizing each of the XML schema types includes writing 
the at least one schema component in each of the at least two XML schema 
types according to a unified format and prior to determining 

equivalence ( [0012] , "...normalizing it so as to obtain a single 
predefined sequenece...") . 

5, 

of claim 4 is incorporated, 
disclose 

wherein writing the at least one schema component includes altering an order of 
at least two schema components within a single XML schema type ( [0073] , 
"...arranging elements...in a predefined order...") . 

As per claim 6, 

the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al. disclose 



As per claim 
the rejection 

Thienot et al. 
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wherein altering the order includes placing the at least two schema components 
into alphabetical order([0076], "...alphanumerical order..."). 



As per claim 7, 

the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, 

Thienot et al. disclose 

- wherein prior to altering the order, it is determined that the order of the at least 
two schema components is discretionary ( [([0076], "...alphanumerical order..." 

Since components of a schema will be arranged in a 
predefined order, its original order is discretionary.). 



As per claim 8, 

the rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, 

Thienot et al. disclose 

- wherein the at least one component is a discretionary component that is not 
explicitly recited in at least one of the XML schema types, and wherein writing the 
at least one schema component includes writing the at least one schema 
component for a first time ([0099] a parameter indicating whether 
the coding of the length of each element is mandatory or 
optional) . 



As per claims 11, and 12, 
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they are the computer program product claims corresponding to method claims 
2 and 4 respectively and are rejected for the same reason set forth in connection 
of the rejection of claims 2 and 4 above. 



As per claim 13, 
Thient et al disclose 

- an act of identifying at least two XML schema types for which equivalence is to 
be determined, each of the at least two XML schema types having at least one 
schema component that can be presented differently in equivalent XML schema 
types; 

- an act of comparing the at least two XML schema types; an act of generating a 
hash number for each of the at least two XML schema types( [ooos], "...a 

structuring language such as...XML..." ; [0018] When decompressing, the 
structure schema is processed in the same way so as to determine the 
automata used for compression and to analyze the content of the 
compressed document for the purpose of reconstituting a document in the 
original format having a structure which is at least equivalent, if not 
identical, with decompression algorithms corresponding to the compression 
algorithms used during compression being executed to restore the original 
data sets from the binary information sequences located in the compressed 
document . ) ; 

- determining equivalence of the at least two normalized XML schema 
types([0012], "...normalizing it..."). 

Thienot et al. do not specifically disclose 

- Creating and comparing hash numbers. 
However, Brooks disclose 
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Creating and comparing hash numbers ([0013], "...using the hash 
representation..."). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Brooks into the teachings of Thienot et al. 
to include the limitation discloses by Brooks. The modification would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to want to be able to process document smarter as suggested by Brooks 
([0008]: 1-5). 

As per claim 14, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Brooks discloses 

- wherein the act of identifying the XML schema types includes identifying XML 
schema types having the same qname ( [0006], shows tagged name, 
which is qname . ) . 

As per claim 15, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al. disclose 

- wherein writing the at least one schema component includes rewriting an existing 
schema component into a new format ([0012]). 

As per claim 16, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al. disclose 
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wherein the at least one component is a discretionary component that is not 
explicitly recited in at least one of the XML schema types, and wherein writing the 
at least one schema component includes writing the at least one schema 
component into at least one of the XML schema types ( [0099 ] a parameter 
indicating whether the coding of the length of each element 
is mandatory or optional) . 

As per claims 17-19, 

- they recite the same limitations of claims 5-7 respectively and are rejected for the 
same reasons set forth for the rejections of claims 5-7 above. 

As per claim 20, 

- it recite the same limitations of claim 9 and is rejected for the same reason set 
forth for the rejection of claim 9 above. 



As per claim 21, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Brook et al. disclose 

- wherein the at least one component is a schema particle definition ([0213]-The 
examiner asserts that a schema particle definition as component is part of W3C 
recommendation. See http://www.w3.orq/TR/2001/REC-xmlschema-1- 
20010502/#cParticles , section 3.9). 



As per claim 22, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Brook et al. disclose 
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wherein the at least one component is a schema attribute ([0213]- The examiner 
asserts that a schema particle definition as component is part of W3C 
recommendation. See http://www.w3.orq/TR/2001/REC-xmlschema-1- 
20010502/#cParticles . see section 3.2, 3.3). 

As per claim 23, 

the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, 
Theinot et al. disclose 

- wherein the at least one component is at least one of a child and a sub-child of a 
named type([0100], "...may be. ..sub-typed..."). 



As per claims 24 and 25, 

- they are the computer program product claims corresponding to method 
claims 13 and 14 respectively and are rejected for the same reason set 
forth in connection of the rejection of claims are the computer program 
product claims corresponding to method claims 13 and 14 above. 

As per claims 26, 31, 

they are the computer program product claims corresponding to method claims 15 and 20 
respectively and are rejected for the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of 
claims 15 and 20 above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/790,423 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2191 

As per claims 27-30, 

- they are the computer program product claims corresponding to method 
claims 16-19 respectively and are rejected for the same reason set forth in 
connection of the rejection of claims are the computer program product 
claims corresponding to method claims 16-19 above. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thienot et al. 
(USPG 20040013307) in view of Brook (US PGPub. No. 2002/0038320) and further in view of 
Lim et al. (PGPub. No.: US 20041 0064826 A1 ). 

As per claim 9, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Thienot et al./Brook do not specifically disclose 

- upon determining equivalence, creating a single class that is used 
interchangeably for each equivalent XML schema type. 

However, Lim et al. disclose 

- upon determining equivalence, creating a single class that is used 
interchangeably for each equivalent XML schema type( [0056] , 
"...compiling a data model specification such as XML schema 
into code...") . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Lim et al. into the teachings of Thienot et 
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al./Brook to include the limitation discloses by Lim et al. . The modification would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to want to enable different programs to communicate with each 
other by implementing corresponding data structures as suggested by Lim et al. ([0015]). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-31 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

8. The Applicant indicated there was a proposal presented during the telephone call of April 
10, 2008. The examiner does not recall such phone call or proposal on April 10, 2008. 

The "Application No." appearing at the top of amendment should be "10/790,423" instead of 
"10/790.432". 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip Wang whose telephone number is 571-272-5934. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:00AM - 4:00PM. Any inquiry of general nature or 
relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 Group receptionist: 
571-272-2100. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen can be reached on 571-272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Wei Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



